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Great Lakes Regional Office
Internationai Joint Commission
100 Oueiiette Avenue
Windsor, Ontario N9A 6T3
ii
 @BEHABE
Appendix D to the 1978 Annual Report on Great Lakes Water Quality is the
fourth annual report submitted by the Radioactivity Subcommittee to the
Implementation Committee and to the Great Lakes Water Quality Board. The
Appendix contains detailed information and data available as of May 1979
regarding radioactivity in the Great Lakes Basin. A summary of this Appendix
appears in the Board‘s Seventh Annual Report to the International Joint
Commission.
Though the Board has reviewed and approved the Subcommittee's report for
publication, some of the specific conclusions and recommendations contained in
this Appendix may not be supported by the Board.
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The Radioactivity Subconmittee reports annually to the Implementation
Committee of the Water Quality Board on_the radiological



















































































































































its July 1978 annual meeting, the
International
Joint Commission asked the Radioactivity Subcommittee to determine the
significance of the changes introduced by ICRP for the water quality of the
Great Lakes and to determine the adequacy of the radioactivity objective.
Chapter 2 of this report describes the objective, explains the changes
introduced by ICRP, and assesses the adequacy of the objective.
The International Joint Commission also asked the Radioactivity Subcom-
mittee to describe the impact of nuclear fuel cycle activities on the Great
Lakes Basin, with particular emphasis on the storage and disposal of high-
level radioactive waste.
Chapter 3 presents an overview of each step of the
nuclear fuel cycle, with particular attention given to waste management,
including the regulations
and options for waste
storage and disposal.
The
potential radiological impact on the Great Lakes Basin for each step of the
nuclear fuel cycle, for both normal and abnormal operation, is considered to
the extent possible.
Radiological







and their present waste
management practices are described.
Chapter 4 tabulates releases of radionuclides from nuclear facilities in
the Great
Lakes Basin during 1978.
Chapter 4 also presents the protocol
developed for providing the International
Joint Commission with information
about
unplanned releases of radionuclides within the basin.







 OPERATING NUCLEAR GENERATING STATIONS, 1978
TABLE I
     
LAKE STATION LOCATION REOEEOR EBEEERIﬁQL
MICHIGAN Zion I & II Zion, IIIinois PWR 2 X 1040
Kewaunee CarIton, Wisconsin PWR 535
Point Beach Manitowoc County, PWR 2 X 497
I & II Wisconsin
PaIisades Covert Township, PWR 805
Michigan
Big Rock Point CharIevoix County, BWR 72
Michigan
Cook 1 and 2 Benton Harbor, PWR 1054 & 1060
Michigan
HURON Douglas Point Tiverton, Ontario CANDU 220
Bruce A Tiverton, Ontario CANDU 4 X 750
ERIE Davis-Besse 1 OttaWa County, Ohio PWR '906
ONTARIO Pickering 1-4 Pickering, Ontario CANDU 4 x 540
Ginna Ontario, New York PWR 490
Fitzpatrick Oswego, New York BWR 821




'NUCLEAR GENERATING STATIONS UNDER CONSTRUCTION OR PLANNED
 
' ESTIMATED
LAKE STATION LOCATION REACTOR ELECTRICAL COMPLETION
TYPE POWER, MN
DATE
MICHIGAN BaiIIy Nestchester Township, BwR 645 1986
Indiana '
Haven Sheboygan, Wisconsin PNR 900 1984
HURON Midland 1 & 2 MidIand, Michigan PWR 460 & 811 1981-82
Bruce B Tiverton, Ontario CANDU 4 X 750 1983-86
ST. CLAIR Greenwood St. CTair County, PNR 2 X 1200 1987-89








Davis-Besse Ottawa County, Ohio PNR 2 X 906 1981-84
2 & 3
Erie 1 & 2 Erie County, Ohio PNR 2 X 1260 1985
Perry 1 a. 2 Lake County, Ohio MIR '2 x 1205 1983
ONTARIO Nine MiTe Oswego, New York BwR 1100 1984
Point 2 -
SterTing 1 Cayuga, New York PNR 1150 1989
Pickering 5-8 Pickering, Ontario CANDU 4 X 540 1981-83
Dariington Oshawa, Ontario CANDU‘ 4 X 850 1986-89
      






















































































































































































 A radioactivity surveillance plan for the Great Lakes was presented in the
Radioactivity Subcommittee's 1977 Appendix D. Chapter 6 summarizes the
adequacy of present radioactivity surveillance activities and the extent of
implementation of the Subcommittee's plan, in order to meet the requirements
of the 1978 Water Quality Agreement.
Chapter 7 tabulates data on levels of radioactivity in water and biota
samples collected during 1978.
The significance of the surveillance, monitoring, and release data are
discussed in Chapter 8. Changes in the concentration of selected radio-
nuclides with time are also considered, and compliance with the radioactivity
objective is determined.

















































































































































































The objective was developed to protect public health and the environment.
It considers two major aspects:
1. Ambient water quality
2.

















































































































































































































































































































































































concentrate in one or more “critical organs” or tissues. Under the former
ICRP procedure, limits were set separately for each organ, and the various
organ doses would have limited the ambient water concentrations.
In 1977, ICRP, in its Publication 26 (7), introduced basic changes in both
the philosophy and the methodology of radiation protection. These changes
give rise to a revised system of basic standards for radiation protection.
The changes also directly affect the conversion from dose to concentration
and, therefore, the corresponding maximum ambient water concentration for each
radionuclide. Two distinct factors contribute to the change in the maximum
concentration:
1. The use of improved metabolic parameters and dosimetric models.
2. Re-evaluation of the risk associated with a given organ dose.
As a result of these changes, at its July 1978 Annual Meeting, the
International Joint Commission asked the Radioactivity Subcommittee:
What is the significance for Great Lakes water quality of
the change in the ICRP method to calculate dose from con-
centration for radionuclides?
The major change introduced in Publication 26 is that the concept of a
"critical organ" has been replaced by a new concept in which the risk is equal
"whether the whole body is irradiated uniformly or whether there is nonuniform
irradiation" (7). Under the new method, the weighted products of all organ
doses are summed to obtain a total dose; this "whole body" dose is used
exclusively for risk comparison. However, the new method allows the calcula-
tion of implied organ limits, using the weighting factors promulgated in
Publication 26, which correSpond to the "whole body" limit. These implied
organ limits may be compared with the previous "critical organ" limits. Both
the implied and the critical organ limits must be scaled to correspond to the
radioactivity objective action conditions, since the total equivalent dose to
a single organ or tissue is to be in proportion to the dose limit previously
recommended by the ICRP for that tissue.
A detailed example of the effects of the changes introduced in Publica-
tion 26 are given in Annex I, where the change in the allowable concentration
'is calculated for 9°Sr.
The general effect of the changes introduced by ICRP is to permit
increased organ doses. However, the numerical differences cannot be
accurately quantified until ICRP Committee 2 releases its new "annual limits
of intake" for each radionuclide.
8
 ADEQUACY OF THE OBJECTIVE
The changes recommended by ICRP, in general, raise the numerical dose
limits to specific organs or tissues as compared to those allowed under the
older "critical organ" concept. The changes therefore permit a higher
concentration of most radionuclides in the Great Lakes. The ICRP changes
reflect that organization's re-evaluation of both the risk and the dosimetric
methodology associated with exposure to ionizing radiation. The Radioactivity
Subcommittee concludes, however, that the objective should remain unchanged
for the present since the net effect of these changes cannot be assessed until
the new ICRP limits are published.
There are other principles imbodied in the 1978 Water Quality Agreement
which act to limit ambient radionuclide concentrations. Maintenance or
improvement of existing water quality (as set forth in Article IV, Item 1(c)),
while difficult to achieve since a major input is via fallout, is still a
fundamental principle. The principle of discharges from nuclear power plants
being as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) will also be Utilized. ALARA
also applies to other point-source inputs, such as from mining and low—level
waste management sites, but does not apply to such inputs as fallout.
The radioactivity objective also bans dumping of radioactive waste.
Interpretation of the proposed objective and development of numerical
secondary standards (concentrations for specific radionuclides) will be a
future responsibility of the Radioactivity Subcommittee. This would be
undertaken after ICRP Committee 2 publishes new dose-to-concentration
conversion factors.
Regarding the permanent disposal of radioactive waste, any changes in
dosimetric methodology given in Publication 26 should not alter the view of




 @THE NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE
INTRODUCTION
The International Joint Commission asked the Radioactivity Subcommittee to
prepare a report on United States and Canadian nucIear fueI cycIes with
emphasis on how they may impact on the Great Lakes Basin. The Commission
expressed particuIar concern as to the potentiaI impact of the storage and
disposaI of high IeveI radioactive waste on Great Lakes water quaIity.
The Subcommittee beTieves that a meaningfuI evaIuation of nucIear fueI
cycIe impact is not possibIe at this time since the muItitude of risk studies
performed in this area, e.g. reactor accidents or breach of repository
integrity, are not supported by an adequate data base. Estimates of radioIo-
gicaI impact are most commonIy made by assessing the risk, which is the
product of the probabiIity of an event and its consequence. In most criticaI
areas, neither of these is known with any degree of certainty. In many '
instances, experts in various discipIines differ wider in their estimate of
basic parameters. It shouId aIso be noted that identification of a
potentiaTIy hazardous practice nOrmaIIy resuIts in either the abandonment of
that practice or the institution of remediaI measures. As a consequence, the
impact of "normaI" fueI cycIe activities is smaII and the risk associated with
an "abnormaI" event is reduced since the remediaI measure is assumed to reduce
its probabiIity. The net effect of this approach is to sharpIy Iimit
puinshed estimates of fueI cycIe impact.
This chapter has, therefore, attempted to respond to the Commission's
request by presenting an overview of the nucIear fueI cycIe, with emphasis on
those aspects whose potentiaI impact is greatest. This chapter has been
separated into four sections.
In the first section, a brief description of each major step in the
nucIear fueI cycIe is given, except for waste management. IncIuded here are
the nature and types of radioactive materiaIs invoIved in mining, miIIing,
conversion (refining), enrichment, fabrication, power generation, and
transportationL
The next section comprises a detaiTed discussion of waste management.'
IncIuded here is a summary of present U.S. and Canadian reguIations affecting
waste storage and disposaI, an outIine of the cIasses of waste produced, and a
description of the options under consideration for finaI waste disposaT.
The third section attempts to deIineate, or at Ieast bound, the potentiaI
radioIogicaI impact on the Great Lakes Basin from each step in the fueI cycTe,
for both normaI and abnormaI operation. The vaIues presented are taken from a
variety of sources. Where a reIiabIe data base exists, as in most normaI
cycIe activities, the impact is smaII, and the magnitude of the numbers
reIativer unimportant. Where a potentiaIIy Iarge impact is possibIe, the
data base is virtuaIIy nonexistent. The various scenarios employed in the





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































processing. The purpose of milling is to extract uranium from ore and prepare
l2

















    














One or more of these options (denoted by an as)
may be omitted. depending on the type at reactor



















 it into a semirefined form called "yellowcake", which is the feed material for
the production of uranium hexafluoride (UFs) and uranium oxides.



















milling process, the bulk of the natural uranium is extracted from the ore,
and more than 99% of the ore material becomes the mill wastes or tailings, a
slurry of sandlike material. The tailings are pumped to an impoundment area
where the solids settle Out and accumulate to form a tailings pile. Each
location where a mill is operating or has operated has an accumulation of
tailings.
The "tailings pond“ or "tailings pile" is of prime importance in
estimating radiological impact because mining and milling remove only about
10-15% of the radioactive material from the ore; the remaining 85-90% remains
in the tailings pile where it can be a long-term source of radon gas, which is
readily dispersed and subsequently produces a series of radioactive decay
products. In addition, non-stabilized tailings piles may allow radium and
thorium to be blown or leached into surrounding areas.
Table 3 shows estimates of the wastes accumulated in both Canada and the
U.S. from mining and milling operations. 2“Rn, a decay product of 226Ra,
emanates from these piles at an avera e rate of about 600 pCi/mzs. Because
of the presence in the tailings of 23 Th which, by its decay, maintains the
radium inventory, the radioactivity in the tailings will remain for thousands
of years. '
CONVERSION
The conversion (refining) step purifies and converts yellowcake to UF5,
the chemical form in which uranium is fed to the enrichment plants, and also
to uranium dioxide, a form of uranium used for fuel fabrication. The process
employs a solvent extraction step to prepare high purity uraniumfeed prior to
reduction, hydrofluorination, and fluorination of the purified feed.
Radionuclides present in the conversion facilities are isotopes of radium,
thorium, uranium, and their decay products. Some of the decay products are
delivered to the facility as impurities in the yellowcake and others recur
there due to the continuing radioactive decay of the uranium. Uranium is
present in the majority of the plant processes, appears in liquid effluents,
and is essentially the only source of radioactivity in the gaseous effluents.
The radium, thorium, and decay products are separated from the uranium in the
conversion process and thus appear in the liquid effluents or solid waste
associated with specific purifying procedures. 180 tonnes of uranium
converted to 270 tonnes of uranium hexafluoride are required to support one
gigawatt-year of electricity generated by light water reactors. Conversion of
10,000 tonnes of uranium per year to uranium hexafluoride produces an
estimated 1,000 tonnes of solid waste (about 450 m3) that must be shipped to
a waste management site. -
ENRICHMENT
At present, there are no enrichment plants in the Great Lakes Basin.
However, enrichment is noted here since it comprises part of the nuclear fuel
cycle for light-water nuclear power reactors, which utilize uranium that is
enriched in 35U to the range of 2-4%.
14
 TABLE 3
ESTIMATES OF WASTE ACCUMULATED FROM
MINING AND MILLING OPERATIONS
 
LOCATION OF ESTIMATE OF DRY EXPOSED APPROXIMATE ZZSRa
TAILINGS SURFACE AREA, in m2 CONCENTRATION, in pCi/g
WITHIN BASIN
Elliot Lake Area 35 X 105 500
Bancroft Area 3 x 105 500
OUTSIDE OF BASINa
Canada 26 x 105 500
United States 86 X 105 700
   
a; These tailings piles are not located in the Great Lakes Basin but will
have an impact due to emanated gaseous radon.
TABLE A
QUANTITIES AND TYPES OF WASTE PRODUCED
BY NUCLEAR POWER REACTORSa
 
 
    
TYPE OF WET AND DRY VOLUME TOTAL
REACTOR WASTE , ma ACTIVITY, Ci
U.S. Light WET (such as resin 500
Water and filters)
Reactorsbac 4,600
(1000 MWe) DRY 120
Canadian RESIN 11.9 550
CANDU Reactord wET
(500 MWe) FILTERS 0.3 410





a. Quantities of waste produced are for the size of the reactor given. It
should be noted that a doubling of the electrical generating capacity
does not necessarily result in an equivalent increase in the quantity
of waste produced.
b. Average, based on 2/3 ms and 1/3 BWR's.
c. - About 30 tonnes of spent fuel are produced each year.
d. About 65 tonnes of spent fuel are produced each year. To date, about
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































elements including zirconium, manganese, nickel, iron, carbon, chromium,
cobalt, and copper.
TRANSPORTATION
Transportation of nuclear fuel material and waste products between U.S.
facilities is currently made by rail and truck shipments with barge trans-
portation being projected for the near future. In Canada, only road trans—





Primary responsibility for developing a waste management program in the
United States is vested in the Interagency Nuclear Waste Management Review
Group (IRG). The IRG is currently engaged in producing a comprehensive
report, to be presented to the President, containing recommendations for the
handling and disposition of spent fuel and other wastes produced in the
nuclear fuel cycle (17). The present situation is complicated by the large
number of technical options available and various political considerations.
No firm estimates of the environmental effect of radioactive waste management
can be attempted until such basic questions as repository form, waste type,
and site location are specified.
There are, however, a number of present U.S. federal and state regulations
which are applicable to one or more nuclear fuel cycle operations. These are
summarized in Table 5. Several other United States federal agencies, including
the Department of Labor's Mine Safety and Health Administration (uranium
mining), and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare's Bureau of
Radiological Health, are authorized by federal legislation to issue regula—
tions on some aspect of radiation protection.
Radioactive waste management facilities in Canada are subject to the
Atomic Energy Control Regulations. These were formulated by the Atomic Energy
Control Board (AECB) under the authority of the 1946 Atomic Energy Control
Act. Canadian federal and provincial regulations applicable to some portion
of the nuclear fuel cycle are also summarized in Table 5.
Although the regulations cited will, where applicable, govern waste
management practices, it seems assured that waste disposal operations will be
the subject of more specific regulatory actions. The nature of these cannot,
at present, be specified.
CLASSIFICATION OF WASTE
Although the terms "high-level" and "low-level" are much used, there is no
generally accepted definition for either. Radioactive waste, however, falls
naturally into three categories: low-level, medium-level, and high—level.
Low-level wastes are those which contain such low concentrations or quan-
tities of radioactivity that they do not present any significant environmental
hazards. Even if they were released from their packages in a transportation
accident, they would nOt present much hazard to the public. Like any other
freight spilled at the scene of an accident, they would have to be cleaned up
because of their nuisance value. Under international regulations, they
require only normal industrial packaging for shipment and require no special
rail cars or other transport vehicles. Low-level wastes may include such
things as residues or solutions from chemical processing; building rubble,
metal, wood, and fabric scrap; glassware, paper, and plastic; solid or liquid
pgant waste, sludges, and acids; and slightly contaminated equipment or



















































































based on a 5 rem per year dose in res-




















































transportation or waste disposaI sites
but does appIy to reprocessing where






















































as amended for aTI airborne poTTutants, incIuding
radioactive emissions.
Atomic Energy Canada AECB - 0.5 rem per year is the Timiting dose to
ControI an individuaI at the boundary of the
ReguTations echusion zone for normaT operation of a
nucTear faciiity. A design and operating
target of 1% of the derived reiease
Timits (based on 0.5 rem per year) is
used for nucTear generating stations.
Canadian Canada - Set objective concentrations of radio-
Drinking Water NH&w nucIides in potabIe waters which corres-
Standards and pond to an annuaT dose Timit of 500 mrem.
Objectives, These are currentTy being revised.
1968
GuideIines and Ontario - Set permissibTe and desirabTe criteria





















Fisheries Act Canada 1WP—77-1 AppTies to efquents from uranium mines
DOE in Canada. Limits based on best practic-
   
abTe technoIogy and on the principIe of




Medium-level wastes are predominantly beta-particle and gamma-ray emitters
(e.g. ion exchange resins, industrial isotopes) and usually require some
shielding materials as a part of the package. This waste may also be a
combination of low-level, alpha, and beta-gamma types. Beta-gamma waste
includes such things as irradiated reactor structural components, heavily
contaminated objects, concentrated solidified sludges or evaporator bottoms,
and nonrecoverable radioactive fuel scrap.
High-level wastes are spent reactor fuel or wastes from their reproces-
sing. Spent fuel is stored at the power plant site after removal from the
reactor; a schematic of such a storage facility is shown in Figure 3. At the
present time, reprocessing wastes are being stored in the Great Lakes Basin at
the Nuclear Fuel Services (NFS) site near Buffalo. These reprocessing wastes
have such a high radioactive content of long-lived isotopes that they require
long-term storage in isolation. Eventually these liquid wastes will probably
be solidified and shipped to a geologic disposal site. Figure 4 is a
schematic for handling, storage, and ultimate disposal of spent fuel and
reprocessing waste.
OPTIONS FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT
The objective of any waste management system is the isolation of the
radionuclides until they have decayed to a safe level. This is obviously true
for both Canadian and U.S. radioactive waste. While the U.S. incentive for
reprocessing is greater, it cannot be ruled out as a Canadian option. For
this reason, the Radioactivity Subcomnittee has included three fuel cycle
concepts in the ensuing discussion: the once-through (no reprocessing) cycle,
the uranium-only cycle, and the uranium—plutonium cycle. These differ
























































































and the choice of repository. A multiple barrier approach has been proposed.
As the first barrier, the chemical and thermal characteristics of the waste




















material, transmutation and/or partitioning of certain isotopes, chemical
design of the waste form, and adjustment of the waste material configuration.





















and exposure conditions. Absorptive overpack materials such as zeolites and
bentonites are available as a further barrier. The disposal medium is a
massive barrier to the intrusion of wastes into the biosphere. A number of
choices range through stable, absorptive clays of the seabed; very deep hard




















the best of the Subcommittee's knowledge, both Canada and the United States
are working toward some form of geologic waste disposal. Figure 5 is a
schematic of a geologic disposal facility. To date, no specific sites have
been chosen for the ultimate disposal of radioactive waste. In Canada,
19
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current AECB policy for waste management is "the indefinite retrievable
storage of . . . wastes in solid forms in a limited number of government
supervised, and preferably government operated, storage facilities". Specific
waste management facilities and their impact on the Great Lakes Basin are
discussed later in this chapter.
0f the various options for ultimate disposal of the high-level nuclear
wastes, some form of geologic disposal is considered to be the most
appropriate for both the U.S. and Canada.
CANADA
Current research in Canada is concentrating on disposal in hard, igneous
rock.
The Precambrian Shield has remained stable for over 900 million years,
and there is no reason to expect that it will not remain stable for many more
millions of years.
It is intended that the waste be buried 500 to 1,000
metres deep inside rock plutons - masses of rock formed as single units from
molten magma inside the earth's crust.
There are over 1,500 plutons across
Ontario (Figure 6) which will be the province where the initial disposal sites
will be developed since this is where most of the benefit of nuclear
generation has been obtained.
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) has been given the lead role in
Canada for research and development of disposal methods for high-level nuclear
waste. AECL is also coordinating the work of other organizations involved in
the program. The research and development will determine whether permanent
disposal of radioactive waste in deep underground repositories in intrusive
igneous rock is safe, secure, and desirable. Geological field studies began
in 1978 to evaluate the effectiveness of barriers to prevent the release of
radioactivity to the environment. The tentative program schedule is:
1978-1980 - Geological survey work, experimental drilling, and
accelerated research and development
1981-1983 - Site selection for demonstration repository
1983 - Site acquisition
1985-2000 - Disposal demonstration
2000 and - Full scale facilities operational
Beyond
Federal-provincial coordination involves a committee representing AECL,
Ontario Hydro, Ontario Ministry of Energy, and the federal Department of
Energy, Mines and Resources.
UNITED STATES
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comnission (NRC) has begun what will probably
be a long rulemaking proceeding which will result in new regulations for
shallow land burial of low-level radioactive wastes. Proposed regulations are
not expected until 1980. The NRC will also propose regulations in 1981 for at
least an alternative to shallow land burial. The NRC will prepare an
environmental impact statement to provide information and a basis for reaching





















































































format and content for any such criteria.
3. What to consider in criteria for waste performance, site suitability,
design and operations, site monitoring and decommissioning, and
post-operational maintenance and funding; whether criteria are needed
in other areas.
4. The pros and cons of alternative disposal methods; which alternatives
should be given priority in development of regulations; whether other
viable alternatives exist and, if so, how they should be considered
from technical, economic, social, and other standpoints.
5. The extent to which a state should be held responsible for waste
generated within its borders.
Geologic disposal of high-level waste in salt deposits appears to be the
preferred U.S. option. There are a large number of salt deposits, including
several in the Great Lakes Basin (Figure 6).
The waste disposal schedules set in the United States were changed three
times in 1978. The current aim is to have the Department of Energy apply for
a waste disposal license in the early 1980's. A facility would then be
licenced between 1988 and 1995. During this period, the overall waste manage-
ment schedule is as follows:
1. The Department of Energy will develop one or more waste repositories,
or intermediate scale facilities, probably allowing for spent fuel
retrieval. The Department is also responsible for preparing relevant
environmental impact statements.
2. EPA will develop overall standards governing public exposure.
3. The NRC will develop licencing criteria and procedures.
4. The environmental impact statements will be coordinated, probably by
the Council on Environmental Quality.
5. The Department of Transportation will review transportation problems.
6. Legislation will be introduced clarifying the responsibilities of
each federal agency.
IMPACT FROM TYPICAL FACILITIES
Any attempt to quantify the impact of nuclear fuel cycle activities on the
Great Lakes Basin is subject to numerous reservations. Estimates of future
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impact are even more uncertain since they depend on projections of nuclear
capacity, choice of fuel cycle, specification of site, and the content of as
yet unwritten standards and regulations.
While some phases of the nuclear industry, e.g. mining and milling, have
not been controlled to the same extent as others, the current worldwide
regulatory trend, particularly in the United States and Canada, has been in
the direction of increasingly more stringent controls. In the future, it is
unlikely that mine and mill operators will be allowed to abandon unstabilized
tailings piles. With a few exceptions, the overall impact of normal operations
related to the nuclear fuel cycle on the general environment and on public
health may be expected to be small. The corollary to this statement is that
most fuel cycle effects will result from abnormal releases. However, the
probability of large—scale releases cannot be accurately predicted since no
data base exists.
Having noted these reservations, an attempt has been made below to estim-
ate the overall impact of present and future nuclear fuel cycle operations on
the Great Lakes Basin. This section treats general classes of normal fuel
cycle activity as they relate to the Great Lakes Basin. Accidental releases
are covered in the next section, and the effects of specific basin facilities
in the last section.
The sources of exposure from normal fuel cycle activity have been catego-
rized by facility and effluent type as listed below:
1. Those facilities and effluents which act over substantial distances
and, thus, affect the basin even though not necessarily sited there-
in. The major sources in this category are the radon emitted as a
result of mining and milling operations, the 1"(I produced in
nuclear reactors, and the 8 Kr and 3H which are released from
reprocessing operations.
2. Those facilities which are sited in the basin and whose effluents,
therefore, enter directly into the basin environment. This category
includes local mines, mills, conversion facilities, and power
reactors. .
3. FacilLties which could at some future time be sited within the
basin. This category would comprise reprocessing plants and waste
management facilities.
There is a certain amount of difficulty involved in choosing useful
measures of radiation impact. The quantities cited in the literature are not
always consistent and the health effects resulting from environmental
radiation levels are imperfectly understood. In order to obtain some
consistency in this presentation, a limited number of terms, which are
discussed below, are employed. The definitions given are not intended to be





The quantity most commonly used in assessing radiation impact is the rem.
The rem is basically a measure of the energy released in tissue, modified to
indicate its biological effect. At environmental levels, a millirem, or mrem,





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































(150 x 10'3rem) (30 x 106 persons) = 4.5 x 106 person-rem
If this is assumed to be all total-body irradiation, the number of cancers
would then be
(4.5 X 10'6 person-rem) (2 X 10‘“ cancers/person—rem) = 900 cancers
Note that this is the number of cancers which would be expected, over the
lifetime of this population, as a result of one-year's exposure to naturally
occurring background radiation.
The impact of nuclear fuel cycle operations on the Great Lakes, to date,
has been dwarfed by the effect of the residue from nuclear weapons testing.
gs an example, ambient levels of 9°Sr are currently about 1.0 pCi/L, but the
Sr contribution from reactor operations is projected to be less than 0.002
pCi/L through the year 2000.
The following section considers the impact that typical facilities could
have on the Great Lakes Basin. The impact of specific nuclear facilities










INDIVIDUAL RISK OF FATAL CANCER PER PERSON-REM?"b
 
ORGAN 0R TISSUE RISK
TotaT bodyC 2 X 10-“
Red bone marrow (Ieukemia) 4 X 10'5
Lung 4 X 10-5
Breast (average for both sexes) 4 X 10'5
Gastro-intestinaI (except stomach) 2 X 10'5
Stomach 2 X 10.5
A11 otherd (for each site) 1 X 10.5
Thyroide 1 X 10'6
   
From Reference (15).
A quaTity factor of ten was assumed for aIphas.
In addition, there is a genetic risk foTIowing gonadaI irradiation.
Up to four sites other than those Iisted above.
Thyroid cancer incidence 1 X 10—5.
TABLE 8
DOSES AND HEALTH EFFECTS TO A REGIONAL POPULATION
WITHIN AN SO-KILOMETRE RADIUS OF A
SPENT FUEL STORAGE FACILITYa
 
DOSE HEALTH EFFECTS PER HEALTH
ORGAN person—rem 106 PERSON-REM EFFECTS
WhoTe Body 8,598 400 - 3.4
Thyroid 44 60 0.0026
Bone 1,017 32 0.033
Lung 6 40 0.00024
Red Marrow 5 54 0.00027
   
The reference environment consists of two miTIion peopTe. HeaTth effects
are for the Tife of the faciiity pTus one hundred years, and incTude non-
fataT and genetic components.
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is about one-third mrem; the population dose in the Great Lakes Basin is then
1/3 mrem (30 x 106 persons) = 10“ person-rem
This is an inhalation lung dose presumed to result in 4 x 10'5 lung cancers
per person-rem (Table 7); there are no genetic effects from inhalation of radon
























(10l+ person-rem) (4 x 10-5
As of 1970, there were 80 million tonnes of tailings occupying more than 850
hectares. This would give
850 hectares health effects _
ec ares - 3.4 health EffECtS (lung CancerS)
these are population health effects for one year's exposure from all tailings
piles. It is unlikely that newly created tailings piles will be unregulated.
In addition, studies on the stabilizing of older piles are expected to result
in drastically reduced emissions from those sources. If it is postulated that
thesg giles remain untreated for 20 years, then the total result in the basin
wou e




































‘ The average individual within an 80-km radius of typical conversion
facility would receive a lung dose of about 0.03 mrem per year. For a
postulated population of two million living within the 80-km radius, the
health effects would be
(0.03 mrem) (2 x 106 persons) (4 x 10'5 hgégégsggggﬁii) = 0.002 health effects
p (lung cancers)
Conversion facilities do not handle irradiated materials, and the release of
naturally occurring radionuclides is so small as to make the impact on the
Great Lakes Basin negligible.
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FABRICATION
A typical fabrication facility has been estimated to result in a dose of
0.002 mrem per year to the lung of an individual within an 80—km radius of the
facility. The number of health effects expected would be even less than the
number from conversion facilities; therefore, impact on the basin is minimal.
NUCLEAR POWER GENERATION
The United States EPA conducted a detailed study on the impact of normal
power reactor operation on the Great Lakes (14). The study was performed
primarily as background in the development of the radioactivity objective
included in the 1978 Water Quality Agreement.
The source terms used for United States and Canadian reactors are
conservative in that, due to deferred and cancelled plants, the nuclear growth
projected was higher than now appears realistic.
For United States reactors, the most important emissions are radioisotopes
of tritium, cobalt, strontium, and cesium. For Canadian reactors, the largest
contribution is from tritium. The source terms used in the study were based
on actual releases. The total dose to an individual drinking water from the
Great Lakes through the year 2000 is projected to be 0.25 mrem. If the highly
conservative assumption is made that the entire year 2000 population of the
basin receives the maximum dose, then the population dose would be
) (250 x 10'6 rem) = 0.8 X 10g person-rem
year year
(30 x 106 persons
Since most of the dose is from tritium, a total body (body water) irradiator,
the number of health effects per year would be
a -4 health effects =
(0.8 x 10 person-rem) (2.0 x 10 ——BE;§EE:FEﬁ————) 1.6 health effects
and, therefore, impact from the normal operation of nuclear power generators
is small.
Spent fuel removed from a nuclear power reactor contains unfissioned
nuclear fuel and radioactive wastes in the form of fission products. It is
therefore highly radioactive and must be shielded and cooled for a consider-
able period of time. Due to the uncertainty surrounding ultimate disposal of
this fuel, it may become necessary to construct facilities for the inter—
mediate storage of this material. The population doses for a typical
centralized storage operation have been estimated and are given in Table 8,
along with the number of resulting health effects. These doses are for an
assumed population of two million living within an 80-km radius of the storage
facility. The doses are calculated over the period of operation of the
facility, plus 100 years, to provide an assessment of the impact of persistent
long-lived radionuclides. In terms of these health efects, the impact of
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































and dispersal of a reactor core. Based partially on experience, it is possible
to establish a probability and consequence for some of the more common events.
These are, for the most part, relatively low in consequences insofar as
individual exposures are concerned. For the higher consequence-lower prob-
ability events, the estimates are largely guesswork.
Based on estimates of probability and consequence taken from American
National Standards Institute documents, Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
accident categories, and reactor manufacturer analyses, it has been estimated
that, over the thirty-year plant life of a typical reactor, the higher prob-
ability abnormal occurrences may yield a total non—occupational dose of about
1,000 mrem at the plant boundary.
Using a suggested empirical relationship (dose « r‘l's) for the dose
variation with distance, r, the population dose to the two million inhabitants
presumed to reside within an 80-kilometre radius is found to be about 10,000
person-rem. Since we assume 50 reactors in the basin,
(50 reactors) (lo’oegacigion'rem) = 5 x 105 person-rem
and the number of associated health effects, conservatively assuming unlikely
whole-body irradiation, would be





























(5 x 105 person—rem) (
Estimation of both the probability of occurrence and the consequences of a
severe accident is extremely difficult. The only large—scale investigation in
this area is the Reactor Safety Study (16), which has been subjected to a
great deal of criticism and whose summary and conclusions were withdrawn by
the NRC. The amount of experience with nuclear power plants is not sufficient
to establish reliable bases for either type of accident or degree of conse-
quence.
For want of other sources, however, the values used in the Reactor Safety
Study are used here. The study was specific as to the type of reactor, site,
and population distribution but extrapolation to the basin reactors and popu-
lation are well within the uncertainties of the study. Construction details
of the CANDU heavy waterreactors are different enough from those of United
States reactors that the type of analysis given in the Reactor Safety Study
probably would not be applicable. In the absence of any other definitive
study, however, the 50 reactors, both Canadian and United States, postulated
to exist in the Great Lakes Basin are presumed to be equivalent to the typical
reactor treated in the Reactor Safety Study.
The details of the study's treatment of reactor accidents are available in
the literature (16). The basic features of the study are the identification
of sequences of events leading to accidental releases and the estimation of
the probabilities associated with each event. The product of probability and
release, converted to health effects, is then defined as the risk.
' The values associated with serious reactor accidents in the study are










































































































































































































































   


































































































for more severe accidents, each consequence is intended to be multiplied by
its corresponding probability to obtain the estimated risk. Table 9 also
gives the product of the probability and consequence for each column.
If all these values are grouped together as “health effects", multiplied
by 50 reactors assumed for the basin, and the effects arbitrarily presumed to
occur for a IOU-year period, then
health effects
‘3
50 reactors (4.88 x 10 react0r_year
) (100 yrs) : 25 health effects
would be the total number of health effects due to accidents in nuclear power
plants sited in the Great Lakes Basin.
TRANSPORTATION ACCIDENTS
From 1971 to 1975, only 144 transportation accidents involved radioactive
materials, even though in 1975 alone 2 million radioactive packages were
shipped in the United States.
Not all the accidents resulted in releases of contents or excessive radia-
tion levels to people exposed. Depending on the severity of the accidents,
loss of shielding efficiency of the packages or even dispersion of radioactive
materials might occur, resulting in direct radiation exposure to people near
the point of the accident.
Probability and consequence are the two factors considered in evaluating
the impact of accidents involving radioactive shipments. The probability that
an accident releasing radioactive material will occur is calculated using the
expected number of accidents per year for each transport mode, the package
response to these accidents, and the expected dispersal. The consequence of
an accident is expressed in terms of the potential effects of the release of a
specified quantity of dispersible radioactive material to the environment or
the exposure resulting from damaged package shielding. The annual radio-
logical risk for any shipment type, expressed in terms of the expected
radiological consequences per year, is simply the product of the probability
and the consequence. Considering only the most severe accidents involving
transportation of spent fuel by both rail and truck, the estimated population
dose commitment to the whole body is 1615 person-rem per year, based on the
whole United States population of 225 million. For a population of 30 million
in the Great Lakes Basin, the number of health effects per year is then
health effects
30 _
§§§— x 1615 person-rem x (2 x 10 “ person_rem
) = 0.04 health effects
It should be remembered that this is a very rough estimate since it
assumes a uniform distribution of the accident rate throughout the United




Several types of abnormal events subsequent to closure of the repository
have been evaluated. Basically there are three kinds of accidents or events






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































REPOSITORY BREACH BY FAULTING AND FLOODING
 
FIRST—YEAR TOTAL BODY DOSE
(in rem) TO CRITICAL
70-YEAR TOTAL BODY DOSE
COMMITMENT TO THE REGIONAL










Spent Fue1 15 530 1.2 x 108
Reprocessing
U and Pu RecycIe 50 1700 3.6 x 106
U/Pu in high-
1eve1 waste 50 1700 3.9 x 108
U/Pqu Stored 50 1700 3.9 x 108
+ 1,000 Years
Once-Through
Spent FueI 0.0032 0.10 8.7 x 10“
Reprocessing _ s
U & Pu RecycIe 0.0081 0.019 1.7 x 10
U/Pu in high- 5
1eve1 waste 0.014 0.37 2.9 x 10“
U/Pqu Stored 0.0044 _0.073 5.9 x 10
+ 100,000 Years
Once-Through 5
Spent FueI 0.0066 0.17 1.4 x 10
Reprocessing . u
U & Pu RecycIe 0.0021 0.031 2.8 x 10
U/Pu in high— ' 5
1eve1 waste 0.020 0.51 4.2 x 10“
U/Pu02 Stored 0.00066 0.14 - 1.4 x 10
+ 120002000 Years
Once-Through
Spent FueI 0.0033 0.087 7.1 x 10“
Reprocessing “
U & Pu RecycIe 0.00049 0.010 1.0 x 10
U/Pu in high- Q
1eve1 waste 0.0038 0.095 8.2 x 10
































50-YEAR ACCUMULATED TOTAL BODY DOSE (in rem)
TO MAXIMUM INDIVIDUAL



















































ESTIMATE OF SO-YEAR ACCUMULATED TOTAL
BODY DOSE (in person-rem) TO THE
REGIONAL POPULATION
l x 102 1 x 107 4 x 107 2 x 107 4 x 107
1 x 103 3 x 107 8 x 107 4 x 107 8 x 107
I x 101+ 6 x 105 2 x 106 8 x 105 2 x 106
1.1 x 105 6 x 101+ 2 x 105 8 X 10“ 2 x 105



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































sites is approximately proportional to the magnitude of flow and storm
events. Significant decreases in 226Ra levels and loadings from Serpent
River have occurred from 1966 to 1974. Waste management strategies employed
at both active and inactive mine, mill, and tailings areas are partially
responsible for these trends. In 1978, the loading of 226Ra to Serpent
Harbour from the Serpent River was 1430 mCi, of which only 72 mCi was from the
three active mines. The balance of the loading is probably due to naturally
occurring inputs from the bedrock and also the result of leaching from the
tailings piles at abandoned mines. It may also reflect the long retention
time of the river system. Levels of 226Ra at the mouth of the Serpent River
generally average above 3 pCi/L, the Ontario permissible criterion for public
surface water supply.
Considerable quantities of the thorium isotopes also enter the waters of
the Serpent River BaSin, but the fate of these isotopes is not known. At the





STATUS OF URANIUM MINE AND MILL FACILITIES





















1,700 kg/day uranium concentrate
uranium ore - 6,450 tonnes/day
miiT feed
2,400 kg/day uranium concentrate
6,350 tonnes/day miIi feed
Authorization given to proceed
with the underground explora-
tion and with miii rehabiiita-
tion work.
TABLE 14
FUEL FABRICATION AND CONVERSION







































a. SmaII quantities as required.













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Ministic Creek both discharge to the Spanish River, where the radium
concentration is at background levels.
CONVERSION
Eldorado Nuclear Limited operates a uranium hexafluoride refinery in Port
Hope, Ontario. This plant is designed to process 5000 tonnes of uranium per
year from mine concentrates to UFG, which is Eldorado's principal product
(Table 14). Prior to 1962 raw ores were also processed at the Port Hope
Refinery.
The process and cooling waters are taken from and returned back to Port
Hope harbour. Cooling water and other process streams from the refinery enter
an on-Site lagoon system and are treated, if necessary, before being returned
gaathi harbour. The discharge has a negligible effect on the receiving water
i y.
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To keep up with the expanding Canadian uranium mine production, Eldorado
is proposing to build a second refinery with the capacity to produce 9000
tonnes of uranium from mine concentrates to UFG. The new refinery would
triple Eldorado's current UFs capacity and is proposed to be located in
one of the three proposed sites of Hope Township, Sudbury, or Blind River, all
of which are in the Great Lakes Basin.
Eldorado Nuclear Ltd. operates a waste management facility at Port
Granby. The site is located adjacent to Lake Ontario about 13 kilometres west
of the Town of Port Hope. In 1978, the dissolved 226Ra loading from this
facility was 0.12 mCi. The concentration of 226Ra in the adjacent area of
Lake Ontario is less than 1 pCi/L; as a result, no detectable deterioration in
water quality has been found.
Welcome disposal site, located near the Town of Port Hope, was used for
the disposal of refinery residues from the late 1940's until the late 1950's.
In 1978, the dissolved 226Ra loading from the Welcome site was 1.4 mCi
(34). In 1978, the concentration of 226Ra in Lake Ontario waters in the
vicinity of the outfall was generally less than 1 pCi/L. No deterioration in
the quality of Lake Ontario as a result of the discharge from the Welcome
disposal area has been detected.
FABRICATION
The two fuel fabrication facilities in the Great Lakes Basin and their
capacities are listed in Table 14. The Canadian General Electric Company
Limited (CGE) currently produces nuclear fuel for CANDU reactors with the work
being carried out at two sites. The Peterborough operation of CGE does not
have any emission points to the environment. Westinghouse Canada Limited
operates a fuel pellet and bundle manufacturing unit at Port Hope, Ontario.
Trace quantities of uranium are released to the air and water from CGE's
Lansdowne plant in Toronto and from Westinghouse's Port Hope operations, but
quantities are below minimum detectable levels.
POWER GENERATION
A list of nuclear generating stations and their gaseous and aqueous
releases are given in Chapter 4 in Tables 19 and 20, respectively. Plant
operators are required to monitor and control the radioactivity in effluents
and to measure doses at the site boundary. Beyond the site boundary federal,
state, and provincial health and environmental agencies conduct monitoring
programs as final checks that the releases are within the limits.
The radioactivity in gaseous and liquid effluents from normal operation
averages less than a few percent of the limits stipulated in the operating
licenses. In Canada, with the cooperation of the licensees, the Atomic Energy
Control Board has established a design and operating target for new nuclear







































that doses from radiation should be kept as low as is reasonably achievable,













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Another storage practice being tested is the concrete canister. This is a
dry method of storage, consisting of three inner containment cans inside an
outer can, all within the cylindrical concrete vessel. The present design is
gor fuel that has been stored and cooled for five years in the station water
ays.
Use of the abovementioned storage facilities allows time for a decision to
be made on whether or not to reprocess the fuel. Whatever the decision, the
fuel waste will have to be disposed of, i.e. contained without the provision
or intention of retrieval. Disposal will be conducted with the aim that the
integrity of the waste will be maintained without continued human intervention
whether in the form of treatment, monitoring, or restriction of access.
UNITED STATES
In October 1977, a U.S. Presidential policy on interim management of spent


















































RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES






Bruce NucIear Power DeveIopment
Tiverton, Ontario - Site 1
(Ontario Hydro)
Bruce NucIear Power DeveIopment





Waste Management Area, WeIcome,
Ontario
(EIdorado NucIear Ltd.)
Agnew Lake Mine, EspanoIa,
Ontario
(Agnew Lake Mines Ltd.)






Quirke Mine and PaneI Mine,
EIIiot Lake,_Ontario
(Rio AIgom Ltd.)
NucIear FueI Services, Inc.
West VaIIey, New York
Lake Ontario Ordnance Works,
Lewiston, New York
 
Wastes from Bruce, DougIas Point, and
other Ontario Hydro nucIear generating
stations
Waste vqume reduction faciIity with
waste compactor, radioactive and cIean
waste incinerators. AIso trenches and
tiIe hoIes for medium and Tow-IeveI
waste from nucIear generating sta-
tions.
Wastes from EIdorado refinery at Port
Hope, Ontario
Wastes from ETdorado refinery at
Port Hope, Ontario
Process waters
Mine and miII taiIings (stanrock and
canmet)
Mine and miII taiIings (bicroft)
Mine and miII taiIings




































































































































































































































































































































































952v 9.1 <1 <1
95Nb 16.0 <1 a
65Zn 5.0 20 25.1
















































site or the centralized away-from-reactor storage will have similar operations
in regard to effluent control.
The only difference would be the quantity of














private storage facilities, the vast majority is still retained at the
generating stations.
Generic radioactive releases, both normal
and acci-




existing U.S. facilities contain varying
amountsand types of
radioactive waste.
The best known of these is Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc.
(NFS), which operated the only commercial reprocessing facility in the U.S.
The facility, located in West Valley, New York, about 65 km upstream of Lake
Erie,
reprocessed 624.5 tonnes of uranium from 1966 to 1972.
NFS ceased
reprocessing activities in 1972 in order to modify and expand the facility
but, in 1976, chose not to pursue expansion due to the new more stringent NRC
seismic requirements for reprocessing facilities.
As a result of reprocessing activities, the site contains high-level
liquid—waste tanks, a high-level solid waste disposal area, and a spent fuel
storage pool, as well as the reprocessing plant.
In 1962, New York State,
under agreement with NRC, licensed NFS to accept low-level radioactive waste.
Low-level waste burial activities ceased in 1975 when water was found seeping
from some of the northern low—level waste trenches. Table 18 shows the type
and the amount of radioactive wastes at the NFS site.
The NRC is in the process of evaluating NFS's plans for decommissioning
the site.
In 1979, the NRC may initiate studies to assess the NRC-licensed
high-level solid waste burial area.
Along with EPA, the NRC is funding the
New York Geological Survey to evaluate the surface water pathway and erosion
problem at the low-level burial area; results of this work will be incor-
porated into the EPA-funded modelling project.
In February 1978, the U.S. Congress authorized the Department of Energy
(DOE) to consider future disposition of the NFS site. Among the options being
considered by DOE are federal aid in support of decommissioning the high-level
waste disposal operation, federal operation during decommissioning, permanent
federal ownership and responsibility for the site, and other uses (radiolo-
gical and nonradiological) for the site. A report entitled "Western New York
Nuclear Service Center (WNYNSC) Study" on the costs and radiological impact of
these options was issued in November 1978.
Low-Level Site Impact
The options identified by the WNYNSC Study for decommissioning the low-
level waste burial area range from permanent closing of the site with
provisions for monitoring and burial area maintenance to complete exhumation
of the wastes with reclamation of the burial area. The low-level waste burial
area is presently.maintained in a shut down status with annual or semiannual
Pumpouts of the trenches to prevent seepage. The liquid is collected in
lagoons, treated, and released into Cattaraugus Creek. While the site can be




























































































































































































































































































































































regarded as a permanent solution,
however.
From 1973 to 1977, some of the
discharges were 4,311


















tration of 3H in 1978, measured at Springville Dam on Cattaraugus Creek,
about 30 km downstream of NFS, was 2770 pCi/L, and the average concentration
of 9°Sr was 1 pCi/L (35).
During the summer
1978, the caps on the northern
trenches were
increased to 2.4 metres by NFS,














in sediment samples from Cattaraugus Creek.
Fish samples from the creek
showed highest concentrations of radionuclides in samples collected nearest
the plant.
In December
1978, the NRC was informed that a defect in a metal
annulus
pan between the high-level liquid waste tanks and the concrete vault was found
during a test.
Apparently the pan was unable to hold water placed in it.
The
waste tanks have maintained their integrity.
The NRC is investigating the pan
defect.
The WNYNSC study evaluated the range of decommissioning options possible
for the high—level liquid waste tanks, the NRC—licensed burial area, the
reprocessing facility, and the spent fuel storage pool. The options ranged
from extended care and/or on-site stabilization to complete dismantlement
and/or exhumation.
OTHER FACILITIES
Lake Ontario Ordnance Works is located in Lewiston, New York about 8 km
east of the Niagara River and 8 km south of Lake Ontario. It is owned by the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and was used by the U.S. Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, predecessor agency of DOE, for storage of uranium mill tailings. DOE
and African Metals, Inc. own radioactive residual materials stored at the
site. These materials are potential sources of additional minerals. As such,
both owners are reluctant to dispose of them. However, because of the nature
of these materials, ground and surface water monitoring programs have been
maintained by DOE. In addition, EPA has encouraged the initiation of an air
monitoring program for radon measurements. Radon concentrations ranged from
0.1 to 20 pCi/L.
Niagara Mohawk intends to build an incineration system to reduce radio-
active waste volume at the Nine Mile Point nuclear station. The NRC has made
no decision on approving the incineration system. Any emissions from this
incineration system must meet EPA's Uranium Fuel Cycle Standards (40 CFR 190;
see Table 5).
SUMMARY
In order to reply to the request from the International Joint Commission
concerning the possible impact of the Canadian and the U.S. nuclear fuel
cycles on the Great Lakes Basin, the Radioactivity Subcommittee prepared an
overview comprising fuel cycle activities, with emphasis on waste management;
impact from typical facilities for both normal and abnormal operation; and

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































in Table 9, for example, might cause
(1,500 f§£§§ggéﬂggnﬁ) (30 years) = 45,000 fatal cancers
without considering other health effects or additional health effects from
residual contamination due to a large release. The frequency of such events,
however, is assumed to be so low that the total risk is small. There is not,
however, sufficient operating experience to verify either the types of
accidents postulated or the probability of occurrence. The same situation
arises when waste management is considered.
Although the doses given in Tables 10-12 do not readily lend themselves to
the calculation of health effects, an upper bound may be estimated by using
the largest total-body doses in the tables. If the 70-year dose commitment to
a typical (two million persons within an 80-km radius) regional population
from a repository breach is taken to be 5 x 108 person—rem, then
2 x 10"+ health effects)
person-rem
 
(5 x 108 person rem) ( = 100,000 health effects
This scenario envisions a large, one-time release of the contents of a
repository. The consequences would diminish, according to the tables, if the
accident were to occur at later periods.
An alternate scenario would be the
leaching out of the entire repository contents over a one—year period.
Should







) (2 x 10"+ health effects
(1 x 107 person-rem
person-rem









































































number of sources and is intended to be representative rather than accurate.
Furthermore, the classes of accident used herein fer illustrative purposes












to accurately quantify the impact of nuclear fuel cycle activities on the
Great Lakes Basin.
From a waste disposal standpoint, the problem is basically
one of isolating potentially hazardous materials from the biosphere.
The
results cited previously indicate that the consequences from certain types of
event, while not negligible, are not so catastrophic as sometimes is envi-
sioned.
It is, however, possible to conceive scenarios which would lead to
unacceptable effects. Certainly, a severe reactor accident or high-level
waste respository breach in the basin would significantly impact on the Great
Lakes.
We do not believe, however, that the probability of such occurrences
can be established at this time. It is quite possible that the most signif-
icant impact on the lakes area will be from "abnormal" occurrences or less
severe accidents which release smaller amounts of radioactive material but
which may occur more frequently. This opinion is based on the fact that
"normal" operation of fuel cycle activities will be rigidly controlled and
that every effort will be made to prevent catastrophic events. Present impact
on the basin is largely due to past activities, i.e. mining and reprocessing,
which would not be permitted to operate in similar fashion under current
regulations. The impact of these activities, while of concern, has not been
major.
The rapid growth formerly envisioned for commercial nuclear power has not
come to pass.
Projections of the number of reactors in the Great Lakes Basin
by the year 2000 have been lowered in recent years;
present estimates would
indicate that about fifty are still planned. This much less rapid growth will
permit closer scrutiny of the actual operation of commercial reactors and
reduce the number of waste disposal sites necessary. It should be noted, in
summary that decisions on the acceptability of nuclear power should not be





































































































































RELEASES FROM NUCLEAR GENERATING STATIONS
As a condition of its
Ticense,
a nucTear generating station must report
annuaT reTeases of radionucTides to the responsibTe federaT reguTatory
agency.
Gaseous and aqueous reTeases for 1978 are tabuIated in TabTes 19 and
20, respectiveTy.




Inc. fueT reprocessing pTant at West
VaTTey, New York, has not processed irradiated fueT since 1972, radionucIides
are continuousTy discharged to Cattaraugus Creek, which drains to Lake Erie.
The quantities of radionucTides discharged during 1978 from NFS were 1.67 mCi
of gross a, 193 mCi of gross B, 774.1 Ci of 3H, and 11.9 mCi of 9°Sr.
RELEASES FROM URANIUM MINING. MILLING. AND REFINING
The sources of radioactivity to the Serpent River are naturaT inputs from
the bedrock and surface-water Teaching of radium and thorium from uranium mine
taiTings at both active and abandoned sites in the ETTiot Lake area (see
Chapter 3). Much of the radioactivity at active mines is precipitated in
settTing ponds, but the remainder reaches the Serpent River and uTtimateTy the
North ChanneT by direct fTow over, and seepage through, the taiTings pond dams.
In 1978, dissoTved 226Ra discharges to the Serpent River from the
taiTings ponds at the three active mines in the river basin totaTTed 72 mCi
(TabTe 21). The Toading of 226Ra for 1978 from the Serpent River to Serpent
Harbour on the North ChanneT was 1430 mCi; this vaTue was caTcuTated from the
weighted average annuaT concentration of 226Ra measured near the river mouth
and the average annuaT fTow for 1978 (TabTe 25).
TabTe 21 aIso gives the dissoTved 226Ra discharge from the Madawaska
Mine, Tocated in the Lake Ontario Basin, as weTT as the quantity of 225Ra
discharged to Lake Ontario from ETdorado NucTear Ltd.'s Port Hope faciIity and
from their waste management sites at Port Granby and at WeTcome. The two
Creeks which drain the Port Granby site are dammed, and a treatment faciTity
removes 226Ra before discharging runoff to the Take. A waste treatment
faciTity became operationaI at the WeTcome site in December 1978, so
discharges for 1979 and future years shoqu be considerabTy reduced from the
vaIue reported for 1978.
UNPLANNED RELEASES OF RADIONUCLIDES
The InternationaT Joint Commission asked the Water Quality Board to estab—






























































































































































































































































Pickering 0.0028 0.0015 4,100 26,000
Point Beach 1 & 2 0.01 0.018 518 169
Zion 1 & 2 0.043 0.08 49,900 0
   
a. Information from References (33) and (34).













ANNUAL RELEASE IN CURIES
STATION FISSION AND 3H
ACTIVATION PRODUCTS
Big Rock Point 0.27 4.04
Bruce A 4.7 4,150
Cook 1 and 2b 1.48 626
Davis—Besse 1 0.09 215




Nine MiIe Point 1 0 0
Paiisades 0.10 101
Pickering 0.65 32,100
Point Beach 1 & 2 0.77 1,286
Zion 1 & 2 0.95 726
   
a. Information from References (33) and (34).






LAKE BASIN SOURCE 22‘Ra, c1 U, kg
Huron-North ChanneI Rio AIgom - Quirke Minec 0.058 -
- PaneI Minecae 0.0000135 -
Denison MinesC 0.014 -
Serpent River, to Serpent 1.43b -
Harbour
Ontario Eidorado NucIear Ltd.d - 948
Port Granby Waste Management 0.00012b 5.57
Area
NeIcome Waste Management 0.0014b 87.5
Area
Madawaska Mine - Bancroftc 0.010 -
     
Information from References (34) and (44).
TotaI radium.
Measured at faciIities' finaI point of controI.
Atmospheric reTease of uranium was 250 kg in 1978.














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































derived release limit, calculated on a weekly or a monthly basis;
N
o
Other AECB licensees exceeding any operating targets contained in
their license conditions; or
3. Any occurrence of a lesser release (either atmospheric or aqueous) to
the Great Lakes or its tributaries which has a perceived public
interest, such as when the AECB or the licensee plans to issue a
press release describing the occurrence.
After receipt of information about a given incident, the Secretary of the
Radioactivity Subcommittee will notify the appropriate agency representatives
on the Subcommittee who will, in turn, assess the available information. A
report would be provided to the Water Quality Board. If the incident is
significant, the Board would be informed immediately. All unplanned releases
after January 1, 1979, as described above, will be reported by the Radio-
activity Subcommittee through its Appendix D.
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INPUTS TO THE GREAT LAKES FROM MEDICAL
AND INDUSTRIAL USES OF RADIONUCLIDES
The possibiiity exists that radionuciides coqu reach the Great Lakes from
other than the various stages of the nucTear fuei cycTe. Many Taboratories in
the Great Lakes Basin are Ticensed by either the Atomic Energy ControT Board
or the U.S. NucTear Reguiatory Commission to use radionucTides. Exampies of
such usage woqu be for diagnostic and therapeutic purposes in hospitaTs, for .
teaching and research studies in universities and governmentaT Taboratories, {
and for process deveiopment in industry. The Teveis of radioactivity per- i
taining to such usage are usuaTTy not very high so that the normai disposaT
method is by diTution and fiushing into the sanitary sewage system of the
municipaiity in which the Taboratory is Tocated. Radionuciides discharged to
a sanitary sewer woqu then pass through the sewage treatment piant where they
wouid either settie out with the sTudge in the digestor or remain in soiution
and pass out with the effiuent to the receiving waters.


















veiTiance activities on the Great Lakes to incTude major sewage treatment
piants in their 1978/1979 monitoring programs. Three studies were carried out
for seiected municipaT sewage treatment piants in the Lake Ontario Basin.
One study undertaken by Environment Canada (36) invoived the HamiTton and











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































137(:s 210 i 17 0.025: 0.005 100 i 20 a
228Th 236 t 14 a 284 i 20 0.02 i 0.01
226Ra 1024 i 106 a 643 i 97 a
753e a a 133 t 12 a
     
Not detected.





NEW YORK STATE SEWAGE TREATMENT
 
PLANT EFFLUENTS. 1978a g
CONCENTRATIONINpCi/L '
SAMPLE
LOCATION DATE 1311 137Cs ‘°5Ru 952r 3H
Syracuse February 28 - <6 <20 <7 <300
June 6 147 i 9 <7 <30 <9 <400
JuTy 17 - <6 <20 1 <7 220 t 165
BuffaTo January 26 — <6 <20 <7 <300
March 31 - 47 t 13 <4 <15 500 t 400
ApriT 27 - <4 <14 <5 <300










August 31 - <41 <13 <5 <200
      
 
 























































































































































































for y-emitters. The Teveis of 6°Co, 1 “Cs, and 137Cs were aTT beTow
the minimum detectabTe concentration, which was 30 pCi/L for each.
The study by the New York Department of EnvironmentaT Conservation (35)
invoTved anaTyses of severaT treated effTuent sampTes from municipaT sewage
treatment pTants at Syracuse and at BuffaTo. The former discharges to Lake
Ontario via the Oswego River and the Tatter via the Niagara River. One sampTe
of the Syracuse effTuentshowed a measurabTe concentration of 131I (142:9
pCi/L) which woqu have arisen from the medicaT use of the radioisotope; aTT
gther radionuciides were at or beTow the Taboratory's minimum detection Timit
TabTe 23 .
The BuffaTo effiuent sampTes, with one exception, were at or beTow the
detection TeveTs for the radionucTides which were determined. The exception
was a higher-than-normaT resuTt for 137Cs (47:13 pCi/L) in the March 31,
1978 sampTe, which may be attributabTe to other than faTTout sources.
In summary, the results of these studies show that medicaT and industriaT
discharges of radionucTides through municipaT sewage treatment pTants have
TittTe effect on radioactivity TeveTs in the Great Lakes. Most of the radio-
nucTides reaching the pTants are either naturaTTy occurringor due to faTTout
from weapons testing, aTthough smaTT quantities of short-Tived radionucTides
used in nucTear medicine are present. Most of the radioactivity is removed
with the sTudge in the treatment of the sewage, and concentrations in the
sTudge are simiTar to those found in normaT soiTs. The TeveT of radioactivity




The Great Lakes radioactivity surveillance plan was developed by the
Radioactivity Subcommittee as a component of the Great Lakes International
Surveillance Plan developed under the direction of the Surveillance Subcom-
mittee. The radioactivity surveillance plan consists of five general areas
for surveillance. These are:
1. Source control areas
2. Ambient waters
3. Potable water supplies
4. Biota
5. Sediments
Details of the plan, including radionuclides to be measured, sampling L
locations and frequency, and analytical requirements, are presented in the p
1977 Appendix D (3). The adequacy of present radioactivity surveillance ﬁ
activities and the extent of implementation of the plan developed by the a
Radioactivity Subcommittee, in order to meet the requirements of the Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement, are given below.
SOURCE CONTROL AREAS
Monitoring at the periphery of a source control area determines the action
required by the regulatory agency, as specified in the radioactivity objective
given in the 1978 Water Quality Agreement (see Chapter 2).
The Radioactivity Subcommittee concludes that the present monitoring
programs are adequate to determine the action level to be followed by the
regulatory agency. However, more frequent sampling and more specific analyses
would be required in order to adequately assess the contribution of
radionuclides to the Great Lakes from controlled sources.
AMBIENT WATERS
Monitoring of the radionuclide concentrations of the open waters of the
Great Lakes determines compliance with the radioactivity objective as well as
trends in radiological water quality. In past years, radiological sur-

















































































sub-basin of each of the Great Lakes. Based on data from past years, this
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































The data produced in some state programs are also adequate in deter-
mining compliance with the radioactivity objective. However, the purpose of
many state screening programs is different from the purpose of radioactivity
surveillance under the Agreement. Data collected as part of these latter
programs are often limited to gross a and gross B, or the concentrations of
specific radionuclides are reported as "less than" values; such data indicate
whether or not jurisdictional health protection criteria are being met.
However, such data are of little value in determining radiological dose to
man, and hence compliance with the objective, since the concentrations of ;
specific radionuclides are required. The data collected are, however, f
adequate to determine if the dose commitment to an individual is greater than
1 mrem and, therefore, whether or not source investigation and corrective
action at a point source, as specified in the radioactivity objective, are
recommended.
 
_ In the U.S., the Safe Drinking Water Act requires radiological monitoring
of public water supplies. Coordination of monitoring require- ments under the
Act and under the Water Quality Agreement is being investigated.
FISHERY
Food (primarily fish) harvested from the Great Lakes and consumed by man
is another pathway of radionuclides to man. The radioactivity objective,
however, does not include the dose equivalent to man from consumption of Great
Lakes fish, since this pathway for ingestion of radionuclides is considered
insignificant. Programs to measure the concentration of specific radio—
nuclides in fish have been undertaken primarily in Lake Ontario, to determine
whether radionuclides released from nearby point sources are detectable in
18 .
SEDIMENT
The sediment can act as a sink for radionuclides of interest in the water
column. However, because of the spatial variability of radionuclides in the
62
  
 sediment, a iarge number of sampies would be required.
Therefore, no major
effort, other than research, has been undertaken to impiement this portion of
the program.
CONCLUSION
Present radioactivity surveiiiance activities on the Great Lakes and the
data they generate are generaiiy adequate to determine compiiance with the
radioactivity objective and to determine trends in the radioiogicai quaiity of
the water. The programs are, however, not adequate to determine totai intake
of radionuciides by man from drinking water and eating fish from the iake, nor
are the present programs adequate to determine the dispersion and fate of
radionuciides in the biota and the sediment. Radioactivity surveiiiance acti-
vities in the Great Lakes Basin are expected to improve in the next few years
as the radioactivity surveiiiance plan is impiemented and as drinking water













monitoring data for water and biota samples obtained








OPEN LAKE DATA, 1978a




































































































































































































































ERIE 42°52'00" 82°44'00" JuTy 20 1 o.o15:o.oos o.oe4:o.o13 0.5fg i
10 o.004:0.004 o.o3o:0.o11 0.6:8'?
42°34'28" 79°36'34" July 13 1 0 02520.007 o.048:0.013 0.5fg f













































































J88 0.08520.007 o.oa7:o.o13 0.5fg'f
3. Information from Reference (37).
€36
   
DRINKING WATER INTAKES. 1978a
TABLE 25
 
MEAN CONCENTRATION IN pCi/L

























































































ERIE Davis-Besse Port CIinton
















Fermi 1 & 2 Fiat ROI:kah <2
Monroecah <2
NucIear Fuei Anqua <2.3
Services Sturgeon Point <2.3
Dunkirk I <2.7
ONTARIO Eidorado Nuc. Ltd. Port Hopef a -
Pickering Pickering 3 -
Ajax 1 -
Toronto I —
Ginna Ontario 1 <9.3
Fitzpatrick and OswegoC 1 <2.3
I
















Information from References (35, 38, 39, 45, and 47).
Raw water uniess indicated.
Finished water.
1“1 <0.23 pCi/L and aSSr <O.11 pCi/L.
Not a drinking water intake.
ZZSRa = 0.20 pCi/L, 21°Pb = 0.20 pCi/L, u = 0.50 ug/L.
Not detected.



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































a. Information from References (45, 47, and 48).
b. 20 counting error.
c. Puinc water suppIy intake.




NORTH CHANNEL - SERPENT RIVER SURFACE WATER. 1978a
  
SAMPLING FLOW CONCENTRATION IN pC1/L U
LOCATION DATE (m3/s) GROSS a GROSS 8 226Ra (pg/L)
On Serpent River ApriI 28 53.2 15 15 2 <10
at Hwy. 17 bridge, May 24 53.8 14 13 3 <10
8.4 km upstream June 27 11.7 11 13 2 <10
from harbour. Dec. 29 15.8 15 17 2 <10
Station number Average for 18.7 — — 2.43b <10
14-019-1 1978
       
a. Information from Reference (44).
b. Weighted average, taking into account the variabIe stream row.
TABLE 28
NORTH CHANNEL INSHORE SURFACE WATER
SERPENT HARBOUR, 1978a
STATION LOCATION
DISTANCE C O N C E N T R A T I 0 N I N pCi/L
     
NORTH WEST FROM SOURCE
LATITUDE LONGITUDE DATE (km) 228Ra 226Ra 232Th 23°Th 228Th 21°Pb
46°12'15" 82°37'36" June 6 0.4 <2 6 <1 <1 <1 <1
Sept 9 6 <1 <1 <1 <1
46°12'12" 82°38'22" June 6 1.4 <2 6 <1 <1 <1 <1
Sept 9 3 <1 <1 <1 <1
46°12‘11" 82°39'90" June 6 2.2 <2 4 <1 <1 <1 <1
Sept 9 2 <1 <1 <1 <1
46°11'45" 82°40'00" June 6 3.7 <2 3 <1 <1 <1 <1
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LATITUDE LONGITUDE 6°00 13“Cs 13705 3H
DougIas Point N.G.S.
44°20'09" 81°35'42" <30 <30 <30 <270
44°19'33" 81°36'50" <30 <30 <30 <270
44°20'02" 81°36'45" <30 <30 <30 <270
44°19'33" 81°36‘27" <30 <30 <30 <270
44°19'11" 81°36'34" <30 <30 <30 3501130b
44°19'38" 81°36'18" <30 <30 <30 <270
44°19'46" 81°36'13" <30 <30 <30 <270
44°20'09" 81°36'07" <30 <30 <30 <270
Bruce "A" N.G.S.
44°20'36" 81°35'12" <30 <30 <30 <27O
44°20'54" 81°35'21" <30 <30 <30 <270
44°20'30u 81°35'29" <30 <30 <30 <270
44°20'51" 81°34'44" <30 <30 <30 <270
44°21'04" 81°34'26" <30 <30 <30 <270













     
a. Information from Reference (44).




LAKE ERIE — CATTARAUGUS CREEK WATER
1968 - 19786"b
  
AVERAGE ANNUAL CONCENTRATION IN pCi/L
YEAR GROSS a GROSS 8 9°Sr 3H
1968 - 123 25 22,000
1969 — 214 47 17,600
1970 - 222 69 19,600
1971 c 208 37 31,000
1972 c 169 9 2,200
1973 c 19 4 <500
1974 <4 15 <3 <800
1975 <4 11 <3 6,200
1976 <5 10 <2 8,400
1977 <5 7 1 1,800


























    





















10% of 10 CFR 20.































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































      
' a. Information from Reference (44)




          
TABLE 33
















GROSS a GROSS 8
GENERAL SAMPLING (DISSOLVED PLUS (DISSOLVED PLUS U
AREA LOCATION DATE UNDISSOLVED) UNDISSOLVED) “‘Ra (ug/L)
Inside Port Stormwater May 18 185 50 <1 100
Hope Harbour discharge June 23 1274 178 3 780
JuTy 20 112 19 <1 79
Sept. 11 330 33 2 200
Oct. 12 271 46 (55)b 160
50 metres May 18 122 38 2 65
opposite June 23 7O 14 <1 40
discharge JuTy 20 191 7 <1 130
Sept. 11 300 40 1 170
Oct. 12 356 46 2 210
100 metres May 18 133 38 1 65
opposite June 23 72 16 <1 40
discharge JuTy 20 130 5 <1 93
Sept. 11 252 39 2 140
Oct. 12 357 60 4 220
U02 cooTing May 18 182‘ 55 - -
water June 23 651 440 <1 75
discharge JuTy 20 292 9 <1 220
Sept. 11 1304 184 1 850
Oct. 12 253 36 2 150
50 metres May 18 103 35 - -
opposite June 23 71 15 <1 45
cooling JuTy 20 26 6 i <1 17
water Sept. 11 292 40 1 170
discharge Oct. 12 359 55 2 210
MiddTe of May 18 ' 113 33 - -
channeT at June 23 70 13 <1 40
entrance to JuTy 20 3 5 <1 <10
turning basin Oct. 12 357 55 2 210
50 metres May 18 62 23 - -
south of June 23 2 <1 <1 <10
crane dock JuTy 20 1 3 1 <10
Sept. 11 l 6 <1 <10
Oct. 12 33 7 <1 20
Outside Port 50 metres May 18 1 5 <1 <10
Hope Harbour west of June 23 <1 <1 <1 <10
harbour JuTy 20 5 2 4C <10
mouth Sept. 11 <1 4 <1 <10




























































- mouth Sept. 11 <1 3 <1 <10

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































- F 91 i 7






_ F 71 i 5





















































































































































































































































































































































 SIGNIFICANCE OF MONITORING DATA
The surveiTTance and monitoring data presented in Chapter 7 are discussed
beTow. Five radionucTides in particuTar are considered: 3H, 9°Sr, 137Cs,
1“Sb, and 226Ra; the first two are the major contributors to the radioTogicaT
dose resuTting from the ingestion of water from the Great Lakes. In accordance
with the changes introduced by the InternationaT Commission on RadioTogicaT
Protection (ICRP), discussed in Chapter 2, the "doses" presented beTow are
impTied vaTues incorporating the weighting (risk) factors promuTgated in ICRP
PubTication 26 (7). These doses are caIcuTated, using the dose-to-concentra-
tion conversion factors presented in the Radioactivity Subcommittee's 1977
Appendix D (3).
In generaT, the open waters of aTT of the Great Lakes are homegeneous with
respect to the concentrations of 9°Sr, 137Cs, and 1“Sb. Trends in radio—
nucTide concentration are discussed beTow.
WATER
LAKE SUPERIOR
The average concentration of 9°Sr in the open waters of Lake Superior in
1978 was 0.3pCi/L (TabTe 24). Ingestion of 2.2 Titres of Lake Superior water
per day for one year woqu resuTt in an annuaT dose to man of 0.02 mrem. The
objective is 1 mrem.
The average open-water concentration of 137Cs in 1978 was 0.05 pCi/L,
which is simiTar to the average TeveT reported for 1976 (43) and sTightIy
Tower than the average TeveT of 0-08 pCi/L reported for 1973 and 1974 (12,
42). The annuaT dose from ingestion of water containing 137Cs at the TeveT
observed for 1978 is about 0.001 mrem.
The concentration of 1255b reported for 1978 (0.03 pCi/L) is essentiaTTy
unchanged from vaTues reported for 1973-74 (12, 42). This concentration is













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































indicate that the concentration at this distance from the river mouth is
greater than 3 pCi/L. The frequency of sample collection and the amount of
data produced at both the sampling station near the Serpent River mouth (Table
27) and in Serpent Harbour (Table 28) are insufficient for further interpreta-




























































































































































































































































































































































































      
 



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































water sampTes coTTected at the Pickering, Ajax, Toronto, and Ontario (New
York) pubTic water suppTies (0.60 vs, 0.83 pCi/L, respectiveTy).
These con-
centrations are equivaTent to an annuaT dose of about 0.06 mrem.
The average 1978 open water concentration of 13705 is about the same as
the average reported for the Pickering, Ajax, and Toronto pubTic water
suppTies (0.03 vs. 0.04 pCi/L, respectiveTy); for both, the equivaTent annuaT
dose is Tess than 0.001 mrem.
9°Sr, 1370s, and 125Sb data for the period 1971-1978 were compiTed (TabTe
37) to determine trends in the radioTogicaT water quaTity of Lake Ontario.
The 9°Sr concentration shows essentiaTTy no change between 1971 and 1978.
The average annuaT dose due to ingestion of 9°Sr contained in Lake Ontario
water for this period is about 0.07 mrem; both the maximum and the minimum
doses (0.10 and 0.06 mrem, respectiveTy) were recorded at the Toronto pubTic
water suppTy.
In generaT, the average 1370s concentrations are comparabTe for each
year at the three water intakes and in the open waters (TabTe 37) and, as for
Lake Huron, the average yearTy concentration has decreased with time. The
reason for this decrease, as for Lake Huron, is sedimentation or sorption of
137Cs onto sedimenting particTes. NonetheTess, even for the highest average
annuaT 13705 concentration reported (0.37 pCi/L), the annuaT dose was stiTT
Tess than 0.01 mrem.
Open water 125Sb concentrations are simiTar for 1976—78 (about 0.03
pCi/L) and, Tike 13705, are considerabTy Tower than the TeveT reported (0.09
pCi/L) for 1973. The average annuaT dose due to 1255b ingestion is about
0.00003 mrem.
The waters of Port Hope Harbour receive waste from the ETdorado NucTear
Ltd. uranium refinery. The average 226Ra concentration in the harbour
(TabTe 33) in 1978 was beTow the Ontario criterion of 3 pCi/L for pubTic
surface water suppTies; in 1977, some of the sampTes coTTected had shown
226Ra TeveTs of 4 pCi/L (3). In generaT, the concentrations of gross a,
gross B, and uranium were higher in Port Hope Harbour in 1978 than in 1977
(3).
The 1978 data (TabTe 33) for 226Ra, gross a, gross B, and uranium in Lake
Ontario outside Port Hope Harbour and off the Port Granby and the WeTcome
waste management sites show TeveTs near to or Tess than the detection Timits;
these are comparabTe to data coTTected in 1977 (3).
In 1978, the concentration of 226Ra in Lake Ontario water in the




















pCi/L (TabTe 32; see aTso TabTe 25). This is equivaTent to a dose of Tess
than 0.02 mrem. On one sampTing date, however, eTevated TeveTs of 3H were
reported in the vicinity of the Pickering "A" nucTear generating station. If
the highest concentration reported (15,560 pCi/L) had been maintained for a










































































































































































































































 Reasonably low levels of 13705 are reported as present in samples of
whole Great Lakes fish (Table 34). 0f the species collected, the 13705
concentration is highest in siscowet lake trout from Lake Superior, but these
levels are sufficiently low so as to not be of any environmental or health
concern. The average 137Cs concentration reported in samples of whole
rainbow trout from Lake Ontario show little change with time. The observed
average values are 64, 53, and 60 pCi/kg for 1976, 1977, and 1978,
respectively (3).


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































accelerated efforts in the waste management area.
UNPLANNED RELEASES DF RADIDNUCLIDES








































provide timely advice to the Water Quality Board, through its Radioactivity
Subcommittee, about unplanned releases of radionuclides into the Great Lakes.
Beginning in 1979, the date of implementation of this procedure, the
reporting of unplanned releases will be treated as follows: After receipt of
information about a given incident from the NRC or the AECB, the Secretary of
the Radioactivity Subcommittee will notify the appropriate agency
representatives on the Subcommittee who will, in turn, assess the available
information. A report would be provided to the Water Quality Board. If the
incident is significant, the Board would be informed immediately. All
unplanned releases, as described above, will in the future be reported by the
Radioactivity Subcommittee through its Appendix D.
INPUTS FROM MEDICAL AND INDUSTRIAL USES OF RADIONUCLIDES
Medical and industrial discharges of radionuclides through municipal
sewage treatment plants have little effect on radioactivity levels in the
Great Lakes. Most of the radionuclides reaching the plants are either
naturally occurring or due to fallout from weapons testing, although small
quantities of short-lived radionuclides used in nuclear medicine are present.
Most of the radioactivity is removed with the sludge in the treatment of the
sewage, and concentrations in the sludge are similar to those found in normal
soils. The level of radioactivity remaining in the effluent is less than that
found in rainfall.
SURVEILLANCE
Present radioactivity surveillance activities on the Great Lakes and the
data they generate are generally adequate to determine compliance with the
radioactivity objective and to determine trends in the radiological quality of
the water. The programs are, however, not adequate to determine total intake
of radionuclides by man from drinking water and eating fish from the lake, nor
are the present programs adequate to determine the dispersion and fate of
radionuclides in the biota and the sediment. Radioactivity surveillance
activities in the Great Lakes Basin are expected to improve in the next few
years as the radioactivity surveillance plan is implemented and as drinking




In accordance with the changes introduced by ICRP, discussed in Chapter 2,
the "doses" presented here are impTied vaTues incorporating the weighting
(risk) factors as promuTgated in ICRP PubTication 26.
The overaTT radioTogicaT quaTity of the Great Lakes remains essentiaTTy
unchanged from 1977. Differences in the reported TeveTs of radioactivity for
the open Takes are not Targe and are not consistent enough to support attempts
at Tong—term projection. °Sr is stiTT the most important contributor to
the annuaT dose to man. The ingestion of 9°Sr in water from the Great Lakes
woqu yierdoses of 0.02, 0.10, 0.05, 0.05, and 0.06 mrem for water from Lake
Superior, Lake Michigan, Lake Huron, Lake Erie, and Lake Ontario,
respectiveTy; these doses are simiTar to those reported for previous years.
The average concentration of 3H in each of the Great Lakes ranges from Tess
than 260 to 400 pCi/L, which is equivaTent to an annuaT dose of 0.03 mrem or
Tess. The maximum annuaT dose due to ingestion of Take water (except from the
Serpent Harbour area and in the vicinity of Port Hope) woqu come from
drinking water from Lake Michigan; this dose (0.13 mrem) is considerabTy Tess
than the objective of 1 mrem per year.
The average 1978 concentration of 226Ra at the mouth of the Serpent
River was 2.4 pCi/L, which is Tess than the Ontario criterion of 3.0 pCi/L for
pubTic surface water suppTies. This average concentration is equivaTent to an
annuaT dose of 1.0 mrem. The data indicate that the major sources of
radioactivity are probabTy naturaT inputs from the bedrock and aTso the resuTt
of Teaching from taiTings piTes at abandoned mines in the Serpent River Basin.
Ingestion of raw water in the Port Hope area woqu resuTt in an additionaT
dose of 0.09 mrem because of the presence of 226Ra in the water.
ATthough eTevated TeveTs of 3H were reported weTT upstream in Catta—
raugus Creek, which drains the area surrounding the NucTear FueT Services
site, the average TeveTs reported in the vicinity of the creek mouth in Lake
Erie are beTow the detection Timit.
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values for these parameters and the integral given in ICRP 10 (6), the
fifty-year dose resulting from a one year's intake, 1, of 803 pCi is:
51.2 dis' 'rad 5.5 Me d‘ d . '°
















































































































































































































































SEE (e + t) = 1.5 x 10-“ §¥§¥§ Daughter 9°v








































































































































UC 399 uCi days



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































   
